
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

VIA EXPRESS MAfl-

Jeff Landry, Treasurer
Craig Romero for Congress, Inc. FEB 1 9 2009

oo P.O. Box 13657
NI New Iberia, LA 70562

™ RE: MUR6167
^ Craig Romero for Congress Inc., and
qr Jeff Landry, in his official capacity
•or as treasurer
0
^ Dear Mr. Landry:

In the normal course of carrying out its siuxivisoiyresponsibiUties, the Federal Election
Commission (the "Commission'1) became aware of information suggesting Craig Romero for
Congress, Inc.(the "Committee") and you, in yow official capacity as treasurer, may have
violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act")- On January 28,
2009, the Commission found reason to believe that the Committee and you, in your official
capacity as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. §§441 a(f) and 44 lb(a), provisions of the Act Enclosed
is the Final Audit Report of Craig Romero for Congress, Inc., dated October 18,2007, which
serves as the Factual and Legal Analysis and sets forth the basis for the Commission's
determination.

We have also enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling
possible violations of me Act In addition, please note mat you have a legal obligation to
preserve all documents, records and materials relatmg to this inat^
notified mat the Commission has closed its file in this matter. See 18 U.S.C. § 1519. In the
meantime, this matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. §8 437g(aX4XB) and
437g(aX12XA), unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the investigation to
be made public.
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Letter to Jeff Landiy, Treasurer
MUR 6167 (Craig Romero for Congress, Inc.)
Page 2

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please aMse the Commission
by completing the enclosed Designation of Counsdfiiim stating the name, address, and
telephone number of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to recdve any notificatk>ns and
odm commumcadons from the Commission.

We look forward to your response.

On behalf of the Commission,

Rnclosures
Final Audit Report
Procedures
DftMBiMtinn of Counsel Form

cc: Craig Romero
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Report of the
Audit Division on
Craig Romero for Congress, Inc.
March 22,2004 - December 31. 2004

Why the Audit
Was Done
Federal law pennitt the
Ounmission to conduct
audits and fidd
investigations of any
political committee that
is required to file
reports under the
Federal Election
Campaign Act (the
Act). The Commission
generally conducts such
audits when a
C ĵDOffllsiSjjCC ŝ ^BDfiaUB DOC

to have met the
threshold reouinments
for substantial
compliance with the
Act. The audit
determines whether the
committee complied
with Hie limitauonSt
prohibitions and
disclosure requirements
of the Act

Future Action
Tlie Commission may
initiate an enforcement
action, at a later time,
with respect to any of
the matters discussed in
this report.

About the Campaign (p. 2)
Craig Romero for Congress, Inc. (CRQ is the principal
CflUUDaiUJEn QOflUDitvQG avOf ^MCUff «COKDtt̂ Da KjCDUDIlCUl GaUlfllufluG

for the U^. House of Representatives from the state of
Louisiana, 3"* District and is headquartered in Baton Rouge,
Louisiana. For more information, see trie chart on Campaign
Organization, p. 2.

Financial Activity (p. 2)
• Receipts

o Individuals
o Other Political Committees
o Loan from
o ^*tnor Receipts
o Total Receipts

o Operating Expenditures
o Refund of Contributions
o Loan Repayments
o Total Disbursements

( t > i M

$946,854
15.743
70,000
2350

$1434*47

$912,224
69.606
45,000

$142*830

(p. 3)
• Receipt of Prohibited Contributions (Finding 1)
• Receipt of Excessive Contributions (Finding 2)
• Failure to Maintain Receipt Documentation (Finding 3)
• lUluretoDisctoseOccup^onsndNanieofEinployer

(Finding 4)
• Failure to Disclose Disbursement Information (Finding 5)

1 2UAC|438(b).
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Rndmgl. RecdptofProhiUtedContiibutioiis S
Finding 2. Receipt of Excesiive Contributions 7
Rnding3. Failure to Maintain Receipt Documentation 10
Finding 4. Failure to Disclose Occupation and Name of Employer 11
Hnding5. Failure to IXacIoseDiibunement Information 13



Parti
Background
Authority for Audit
Thii report ii based on an audit of Craig Romero for Congress, Inc.. undertaken by the
Audit Division of the Federal Election Commission (the Commission) in accordance with
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the Act). The Audit Division

r\j conducted the audit pursuant to 2 U.S.C f438(b). which pemrits the Commission to
*? conduct audits and field investigations of any ̂ iticalconmittee that is required to file a
10 report under 2 U.S.C. 9434. Prior to conducting any audit under this subsection, the
™ Commission must peifoim an internal
^ detennmeifthercpomfiledbyapaitkultf
<7 for substantial compliance with the Act 2 U.S.C. 9438(b).
*T

o Scope off Audit
?. This audit
r\l 1. The receipt of excessive contributions and loans.

2. The receipt of contributions from prohibited sources.
3. The disclosure of contributions received.
4. The disclosure of disbunemenU, debts and obligations.
5. The consistency between reported figures and bank records.
6. The completeness of records.
7. Other committee operations necessary to the review.
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PartH
Overview of Campaign

Campaign Organisation

• Date of Registration
• Audit Coverage

Headquarters

Bank Information
• Bank Depositories
^ JUa%K «%a?COUniaiB\

Treasurer
• Treasurer When Audit Was Conducted
• Treasurer During Period Covered by Audit

IMaDBgaflBBBt iBttOFDBaOOB

• Attended PEC Campaign Rnance Seminar
• Used Commonly Available Campaign

Management Software Package

April 8, 2004
Much 22. 2004 - December 31. 2004

Baton Rouge, LA

1
3

JeffLandry
William C. Potter

No

Yes
• Who Handled Accounting and

Recordkeeping Tasks Paid Consultants

Overview of Financial Activity

so
o Individuals
o Other Political Committees
o Loan nom Candidate
o OthcrReceipts

o Operating Expenditures
o Refund of Contributions
o Loan Repayments

946.854
15.743
70,000
2350

912324
69.606
45JOO

$8,117
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Partm
Summaries
Findings and Recommendations
Finding 1. Receipt of Prohibited ContributL
CRC received contributions from limited liability companies (LLCs) and apparent
corporate entities totaling $63,193. CRC refunded $30,903 of the contributions, leaving
$32,292 in umvtolvedappaiem prohibited o^ The Audit staff recommended

«7 that CRC provide documentation demonstrating the contributions were not from
«T prohibited sources or refund $32,292 and provide copies of all negotiated refund checks.
*** u response, QIC demoiistrated thai $22,rawv
™ was refunded; leaving only $100 unresolved. (For more detail, see p. 5)
M
<r Finding 2. Receipt of Excessive Contributions
^ A review of contributions from individuals revealed that CRC received $1 16,208 in
® potential excessive contributions. Of this amount $46.989 was refunded, however the
** refunds were not timely. The Audit staff recommended CRC demonstrate that the

remaining contributions ($69,219) were not excessive. Absent such evidence, the Audit
staff recommended CRC send notices to the contributor! informing them of the
presumptive redesignation/reattribution of their contributions and offer a refund of the
excessive portion. If any contributors could not be located, or if any refund check was
not negotiated by the contributors, it was recommended that the aiim of those excessive
contributions be paid to the United States Treasury. In response, CRC described the
procedures implemented to ensure compliance with contribution limitations, but took
none of the recommended actions. (For more detail, see p. 7)

Findinf 3. Fsilnre to Msintsin Receipt Documentation
A sample review of contributions from individuals in excess of $50 indicated that 38%
either could not be associated with copies of contribution checks or lacked the necessary
records. The Audit staff recommended CRC provide the missing records or any
comments it may have relative to this matter. In response, CRC stated that the campaign
copied and maintained 100% of contributor checks and ccvldm>tuiKtentaiKi why the
auditors could not match contributions to copies of checks, (fat more detail, aee p. 10)

Finding 4. Failure to Disclose Occupation and Name of

Contributions from individuals were reviewed on a sample basis. For itemized
contributions, the review indicated that CRC failed to disclose the occupation and/or the
name of the employer for 30% of the contributions. There was no documentation to
indicate CRC used best efforts to obtain, maintain and submit the missing contributor
information. TheAuatataffieconmiBndedCRCd
orcoifttteachamtributorforwhratto
itpcits to d1sck)se any infbimatioD obtained, mrespcose, CRC filed amended reports
disclc^ngthenecessaiycxmtributormfonnation. (For more detail, aee p. 11)



Findings. Failure to Disclose Disbursement Information
A umpte review of operating expenditures revealed that CRC failed to disclose the
vendor address for 41% of the items tested. A majority of the missing addresses were
contained on vendor invoices found in CRC's files. In response, CRC filed amended
reports. (For more detail, seepi 13)



Part IV
Findings and Recommendations

I Finding 1. Receipt of Prohibited ContribottoM

CRC received contributions from limited liability companies (LLCs) and apparent
g corporate entities totaling $63.195. CRC refunded $30,903 of the contributions, leaving
^ $32^92 in unresolved apparent prohibited cofitributions. The Audit staff recommended
^ that CRC provide documentation demonstrating the contributions*
ui prohibited sources or refund $32,292 and provide copies of all negotiated refund checks.
rsj In response, CRC demonstrated that $224TO was from perntissible sources and $9,292
*z was refunded; leaving only $100 unresolved,

A. fecetpt of n^Uted attributions -Cta^
committees may not accept contributions (in the fonn of money, in-kind contributions or
loans):

1. In the name of another, or
2. Pram the treasury funds of the following prohibited sources:

• Corporations (this means any incoiporated organisation, including a non-stock
corporation, an incoiporated membership organization, and an incorporated
cooperative);

• Labor Organizations;
I • National Banks;

• Federal Government Contractors (including partnerships, individuals, and sole
proprietors who have contracts with the federal government); and

• Foreign Nationals (including individuals who are not U.S. citizens and not
lawfully admitted for permanent residence; foreign governments and foreign
political parties; and groups organised under the laws of a foreign country or
groups whose principal place of business is in a foreign country, as defined in
22 U.S.C. $611(b)). 2 U.S.C. *§4ilbt 441c, 441e, and 441f.

B. Definttkm of Limited Llal^ A liimted liability company (LLC) is a
business entity recognized as an LLC under the laws of the stale in which it was
established. 11 CFR §110.1 (gXl).

C Application ofLtoitsaiidProhlbltkMM to UX:C^ A contribution
from an "^ is subject to contribution limits and prohibitions, depending on several
factors, at explained below:

1. LLC as Partnership. The contribution u considered a contribution fScom a
partnership if the LLC chooses to be treated as a partnership under Internal
Revenue Service (IRS) tax roles, or If it makes no choice at aU about its tax status.



A partnership contribution may not exceed $2,000 per candidate, per election, and
it must be attributed to each lawful partner. 11 CFR§110.1(a),(b),(c)«nd(gX2).

2. LLC as Corporation. The contribution is considered a corporate contribution—
and is barred under the Act—if the LLC chooses to be treated as a corporation
under IRS rules, or if its shares are traded pubKcly. UCHEt|110.1(gX3).

3. LLC with Single Member. The contribution is considered a contribution ftom a
single individual if the LLC is a single-inemoer LLC that has not chosen to be
treated as a corporation under IRS rules. UCFRS110.1(gX4).

Fawtu and Analyvli
The Audit staff determined that CRC received $6*3,195 in apparent prohibited
contributions. The contributions were received ftom limited liability companies and
coiporate entities. CRC refunded $20,403 of the prohibited contributions, although the
refunds were not made timely.

Limited Liability Companies are permitted to contribute to political committees;
however, it is the responsibility of the LLC to affirm eligibility. No documentation
regarding the permissibility of the contributions ftom the LLCs was made available for
review. With respect to the contributions received from the apparent coiporate entities,
the Audit staff verified the coiporate status with die Louisiana Office of the Secretary of
State. The prohibitod contributions were not deposited into a separate bank account but
CRC maintained sufficient funds to nuke the necessary refunds.

At the exit conference, the Audit staff presented CRC with a schedule of the apparent
prohibited contributions. In response to their questions, the Audit staff advised CRC of
the documentation required ftom the LLCs. Si»sequemtotheexhcoiireience,CRC
refunded an additional $10,500 and provided copies of refunds checks (front only).

Interim Aodit Report RfMwmmendsiHoa and Committee Response
The Audit staff recommended that CRC demonstrate that the remaining prohibited
contributions, totaling $32£92 ($63,195 - $20*403 - $10£00), were not from prohibited
sources. Absent siich demonstration, CRC was to lefiind $32,292 and provide copies of
the negotiated refund checks. AdditionaUy, it wuieconimended mat C^C provide
copies of the negotiated checks, totaling $10,500, supporting the refunds made
subsequent to the exit conference. IF funds were not available to make the necessary
refunds, CRC was advised to disclose the contributions requiring refund on Schedule D
(Debts and Obligations) until funds become available to make such refunds.

In response to the interim audit report, CRC contacted contributors by fax, letter or
telephone to detenntae if the contrib^ CRC made
available copies of signed statements ftom representatives of the LLC's regarding source
of funds. As a result of itt efforts. CRC demonsualed that c^^
was ftom permissible sources; $9,292 was from impermissible sources; leaving only
$100 unresolved. CRC provided copies of bank statements and negotiated refund checks
supporting refunds totaling $19,792 ($9,292+$10,500).



[ Finding 2. Receipt of Bxcesdve Contributions

A review of contributions from individuals revealed that CRC received Si 16,208 in
potential excessive contributions. Of this amount $46,989 was refunded, however the
refunds were not timely. The Audit staff recommended CRC demonstnUe that the
remaining contributions ($69,219) were not excessive. Absent such evidence, the Audit
staff recommended CRC send notices to the contributors informing diem of the
presumptive redesignation/reattribution of their contributions and offer a refund of the
excessive portion. If any contributon could not be located, or
not negotiated by the contributors, it was reconuneiuled that the sum of those excessive
contributions be paid to the United States Treasury. In response. CRC described the
procedures implemented to ensure compliance with contribution limitations, but took

i PI none of the recommended actions.
M
<r Lefal Standard
'r A. Autfaoilied Committee Limits: An aiiAorized committee inay not leceive more

than a total of $2,000 per election from any onepenon. 2U.S.C.$441a(aXlXA)and 11
CFR«110.1(a)and<b).

B. Handling Contributions That Appear Excessive. If a committee receives a
contribution that appears to be excessive, the committee must either

• Retiim the questionable contribution to the donor, or
• Deposit the contribution and keep enough money on hind to cover all potential

refunds until the legality of the contribution is established. 11CFR J1033(b)(3)
and (4).

The excessive portion may also be redesignaled to another election or reattributed to
another contributor as explained below.

C ReoeaigMtion of Exce^ve Contributions. The committee niay ask the contributor
to redesignate the excess portion of the contribution for me in another election.

• The committee must, within 60 days of receipt of the contribution, obtain and
retain a signed redesignation letter which informs the contributor that a refund of
the excessive portion may be requested; or

• Refund the excessive amount. 11 CFR|iH0.1(bXS). 110.1(1X2) and
103.3(bX3).

Notwithstanding the above, when an authorized political committee receives an excessive
contribution from an individual or a non-multi-candidatc committee, the committee may
presumptively rederignate the excessive portion to the general election if the
contribution:

• Is made before that candidate's primary election;
• Isnoto^gnatedinwritingfbrapaiticularelcction;
• Would be excessive if treated as a primary election contribution; and
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• As redesignated, does not cause the contributor to exceed any other contribution
limit

Also, the committee may presumptively redesignated the excessive portion of a general
election contribution back ID the primary election if the amount redesignated does not
exceed the committee's primary net debt position.

The committee ia required to notify the contributor in writing of the redesignation within
60 days of the treasurer's receipt of the contribution and must offer the contributor the
option to receive a refund instead. For this action to be valid, the committee must retain
copies of the notices sent. llCFR§110.1(bX5X»XB)&(C)and(lX4Xii).

D. RemttributionofExcesdveContributloiis. When an authorised committee receives
an excessive contribution, the committee may ask the contributor if the contribution was
intended to be a joint contribution from more than one person.

• Tte committee must, within 60 days of recdptrf
retain a reattribution letter signed by all contributors; or

• Refund the excessive contribution. 11CFR§§ 110.100(3), 110.1(1X3) and
1033(bX3).

Notwithstanding the above, any excessive contribution that was made on a written
instrument that ia imprinted with the names of more than one individual may be attributed
among the individuals tisted unless instructed otherwise by the contributors). The
committee must inform each contributor!

• Of how the contribution was attributed; and
• That the contributor may instead request a refund of the excessive amount. 11

CFR«110.1(kX3)Gi)CB).

For this action to be valid, the committee must retain copies of the notices sent. 11CFR
SH0.10X4)0i).

E. Contrtbottons to candidates; designations and mtoslgnaf Ions. A contribution
shaU be considered to be drsignatfld to writing for a paiticu^

• The contribution is made by check, money order crodier negotiable instalment
which clearly indicates the particular election with respect to which the
contribution ia made;

• The contribution ii accompanied by writing, signed by the contributor, which
clearly indicated the particular election with respect to which the contribution was

11 Cm §110.1(bX4Xi) and 0i).

F. Advtoory Opinion 1990-30. In the advisory opinion, trie Commission stated that,
"the contributor would be able to effectuate a designation by retiming a preprinted form
supplied by the soliciting committee that cleariy states the election to which the
contribution will be allied, provide
the committee together with the contribution."



Facts3udAnalynl«
The Audit ittff determined that CRC received $116,208 in potentially excessive
contributions. All excessive contributions were received before the primary election.
CRC designated the excessive portions to the general election ind subsequent run-off
election based on its opinion concerning the contributors'intent. It should be noted that
the Candidate was not in the run-off election.

Included with each solicitation was a 'fact sheet," that infonned the contributor that the
coittribution halation wu $2,000 f^
the primary, general and run-off elections. The fact sheet also contained the following

O statement: "This will allow an individual donor to make a contribution of $6.000 before
L" August 6,2004,2 designating $2,000 to each of the three election cycles.w The fact sheet
N1 provided space for the required contributor information but it neither requested nor
£J provided space for the contributor's signature. ttUCRC's opinion that the fact sheet was
_ an implicit designation by the contributor.
*T
<? The Audit staff analyzed 37 fact sheets made available for the excessive contributors.
O The contributor's name on 12 of the fact sheets is completed in a cursive writing and
& primed on the remaining 25 net sheets. Wrien comparing the cursive writing of the
™ contributortnanx to toe contribute

contributor did not complete the name section on the f act sheet. Further, based on the
writing on the fact sheets it appears that the 37 fact sheets may have been completed by a
limited number of individuals. If it ia determined that the information contained on the
fact sheet was not completed by the contributor, the contributions are not considered
designated to the general and/or run-off elections; but rather excessive primary election
contributions.

As previously staled CRC refunded $46,989.3 If the excessive portion of the refunded
contributions were properly designated to the run-off election by the contributors, CRC
had 60 days from the date of the general election to make the refunds. Given that the
refunds were made shortly after the general election they would be timely. However, if
the refunded contributions were not properly designated to the run-off election by the
contributor, the refunds were required to be made within 60 days of receipt of the
contribution and therefore, would not be timely.

The excessive contributions were not deposited into a separate bank account but CRC
maintained sufficient funds to make the necessary refunds. This matter was discussed at
the exit conference. CRC was provided a schedule of the excessive contributions. CRC
maintains that the contributor's intent was apparent

1 Aati*6*wu(helMtdtytoqMlifyfcrtlMteMridec^ The
(11 OH 11002(0X4)0))
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Interim Audit Report Recommendation and Committee Response
Hie Audit staff recommended CRC provide evidence demonstrating that the
contribution! were not excessive. Such evidence should include copies of any fact sheets
that were not made available during the audit, and documentation that demonstrates that
the contributor entered the infonnation on the fact sheets. Absent such evidence, it was
recommended that CRC send notices to the contributon informing them of the
presumptive redesignation/reattributionrft^
excessive portion. For notices sent to contributon, CRC was to provide a copy of each
notice and evidence that it was sent. Absem a request for a refund by the contributor,
these notices would avoid the need for a refund. If any contributon could not be located,

•H or if any refumlcrieckwu not negotiated by the contribute
m contributions would be paid to the United States Treasury.

[){ In response to the interim audit report CRC stated:
rsi
«7 "As part of the initial fundnismg for CRC, procedures were established to
«ar be able to collect funds from contributon thitt were within the guidelines
O for contribution limitations on a per election cycle basis. CRC personnel
& used a fact sheet that alerted potential cwitributors of the dollar unritation!
^ by dale and asked them to acknowledge this when making a contribution

in excess of the $2,000 election cycle limit CRC maintained extra bank
accounts to accommodate single check contributions in excess of $2,000."
CRC continued, "When this entire issue is looked at from beginning to
end, no excessive contributions were retained by CRC. Donors were
notified in advance about the limitations, they were routinely offered the
fact sheet to fill out and the third cycle amounts were refunded. CRCfeels
that it was in basic compliance with the intent of this law."

CRC neither provided copies of fact sheets that were net available during the audit or
demonstrated that the contributors completed the tafamsfta
available. Absent the above. CRC could have provided copies of presumptive
redesignation/reattribution tetters sent to each contributor.

| Finding 3. Failure to Maintain Receipt Documentation

Bumnuurjr
A sample review of contributions from individuals in excess of $50 indicated that 38%
either could not be associated with copies of contribution checks or lacked the necessary
records. The Audit staff recommended CRC provide the missing records or any
comments it may have relative to this matter. In response. CRC stated that the campaign
copied and maintained 100% of contributor checks and could not understand why the
auditors could not match contributions to copies of checks.
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Standard
A. Retention ofCheck Copies. For contributions in excc« of $50, committees ̂ imt
maintain a photocopy or digital image of the check or written instrument 11 CFR
§102.9(1X4)

B. Preserving Documents. Comimtteesimjstpfeaerw these reconls for 3 years after i
report is filed. 2 U.S.C. ft432(d)

Facts)
rj A sample review of contributions from individuals in excess of $50 indicated that 38% of

the sample items could not be associated with svsilable copies of contribution checks or
M other written instruments. However, CRCs checks copies were not organized by deposit

or in another discemable Older. Further, many copies cidiecks received from b^
entities were n« attached to a solidtsticfliespoiisca^
the contributor's name. Asaresuhsoiiieofthecheckcc|>iescoiddnotbeatsodatedwith

. a specific contributor, These imassociated checks could eim^
- could not be located.4 All of the check copies were reviewed for prohibit
Oi (See Finding 1. above)
rsi

The Audit staff discussed this matter with CRC at the exit conference. CRC
representatives offered to send the boxes of contributor checks to the Audit staff;
however, the records contained in the boxes had been reviewed in the field.

Interim Audit Report Jtocoinmcndation and Committee ftavponsie
The Audit staff recommended CRC provide the miMtag records or any coinments it may
have relative to this matter, u response to the interim audit report, CRC staled that all
contributor checks were copied and maintained. CRC stated two boxes of these copies

1 were made available for inspection at the audit site and at the campaign headquarters.
Therefore, CRC is at a loss as to why the auditors could not match contributions to copies
of checks.

As previously stated, many copies of checks received from business entities that were not !
attached to a solicitation response or otherwise annotated, could not be associated with a j
specific contributor. This likely explains why some sample items appear toladcthe
reqidxeddocimientation. The Audit staff accepts CRCs position that its records were '
materially complete.

Finding 4. Fannie to IMsdote Occupation and Name of I

Contributions from individuals were reviewed on a sample basis. For itemized
contributions, the review indicated that CRC failed to disclose the occupation and/or the
4 IWdMrt(tattoNewOriMM*w)WMii*mpiedbyHi^^

DC.
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name of the employer for 30% of the contributions. There was no documentation to
indicate CRC used best efforts to obtain, niaintauiaiid submit the missing contributor
information. The Aiidt staff lecoaimendedCXCdemoratnUe that bett
or contact each contributor for whom the reqiiuvdmformation is missing and amend its
reports to disclc^ any inf(>rmation obtained. In response, CRC filed amended reports
disclosing the necessary contributor information.

Legal Standard
A. Required Information for Contribatton from Individuals. For each itemized
contribution from an individual, the committee must provide the following information:

The contributor's foil name and address (including zip code);
The contributor's occupation and the name of his or her employer.
The date of receipt (the date the committee received the contribution);
The amount of the contribution; and
The election cycle-to-dale total of all contributions from the same individual. 11
CFR §§100.12 and 1043(aX4) and 2 U.S.C. §434(bX3XA).

jjj B. Beit Effort! Ensures CompHancf. When the treasurer of a pditicalconimittee
shows that the committee used best efforts (see below) to obtain, maintain, and submit
the information required by the Act, the committee's reports and records will be

I in compliance with the Act. 2 U.S.C §432QiX2X>).

M

C* Definition of Beat Efforts* The treasurer and the committee will be considered to
have used Tiest efforts- if the committee satisfied all of the following criteria:

• All written soUdtatic«sfc)rconoibutionsinduded:
o A clear request for the ccfltributor*s full narne. n^Ung addreu, occupation,

and name of employer, and
o The statement that such reporting is required by Federal law.

• Within 30 days after the receipt of the contribution not accompanied by complete
information, the treasurer made at least one effort to obtain the missing
information, via either a written request or a documented oral request

• The treasurer ivpofted any contribuWinfcima
provided by the contributor, was obtained in a follow-up communication or was
contained in the committee's records or in prior icpofts that the committee filed
during the same two-year election cycle. 11 CFR §104.7(b).

Faeta and Anajynia
A sample review of itemized contributions from indi\dduals indicated that CRC failed to
disclose the contributor's occupation anoVor name of employer for 30% of the tested
contributions, m some instances, the missing infbrmation was recorded on soUcitation
response cards contained in CRC's records. For the temainuig contributions that were
missing information, there was no dociimentaticfl available to dernonstrate that GlCuse^
best efforts to obtain, maintain and submit the information.

Tliisinatterwasdscussedatu^eutamference. CRC icpiesentatives had no comments.
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Interim Audit Report ReoommeiuUtion and Committee Reaponae
The Audit staff recommended CRC provide documentation that it exereiaed best efforts
to obtain, maintain and submit the required contributor infbimation; or make an effort to
contact those individual! for whom the required information was missing, provide
documentation of such efforts (such at copies of letters to the contributors and/or phone
logs), and file amended reports to disclose any information obtained from such efforts. In
response to the interim audit report, smendedrepoits were filed that nuuerially corrected
the missing disclosure information.

| Finding 5. Failure to Dlacloae Diiburtement Infbnnation |
in

IM A sample review of operating expenditures revealed that CRC failed to disclose the
in vendor address for 41% of the items tested. A majority of the missing addresses were
™ contained on vendor in voices round in CRC'a files, m response, CRC filed amended |

report*.

Standard
Reperting Operating Ripundlturai. When operating expenditures to the same person
exceed $200 in an election cycle, the committee mutt report the:

• Amount;
• Date when the expenditures were made;
• Name and address of the payee; and
• Purpose (a brief description of why the disbursement was made). 11CFR

§104.3(bX4)0).

From our sample review of expenditures, the Audit staff determined that approximately
41% of the iterated o3abuieiiw However,
approximately 98% of the missing addresses were contained in the vendor files.

This matter was discussed at the exit cciifeience.CRCiepresentativtshadnocoimiienu.

Interim Audit Report Recommendation and Committee Reaponae
In response to the interim audit report, CRC filed ainended reports that materially

lected the public record.


